The surveillance and control of introduced and invasive species has become an increasingly important component of environmental management. However, initiatives targeting 'charismatic' wildlife can be controversial. Opposition to management, and the subsequent emergence of social conflict, present significant challenges for would-be managers. Understanding the substance and development of these disputes is therefore vital for improving the legitimacy and effectiveness of wildlife management. It also provides important insights into human-wildlife relations and the 'social dimensions' of wildlife management. Here, we examine how the attempted eradication of small populations of introduced monk parakeets (Myiopsitta monachus) from England has been challenged and delayed by opposition from interested and affected communities. We consider how and why the UK Government's eradication initiative was opposed, focusing on three key themes: disagreements about justifying management, the development of affective attachments between people and parakeets, and the influence of distrustful and antagonistic relationships between proponents and opponents of management. We draw connections between our UK case and previous management disputes, primarily in the USA, and suggest that the resistance encountered in the UK might readily have been foreseen. We conclude by considering how management of this and other introduced species could be made less conflict-prone, and potentially more effective, by reconfiguring management approaches to be more anticipatory, flexible, sensitive, and inclusive.
Introduction
"You probably sense an element of frustration in my voice, 'cause this stuff's not new! [Laughs] … Wildlife and space in the city is highly contested, and you need to understand those kind of politics before you start wading in and doing stuff, no matter how well meant it is." (interview with conservation professional, London, 15/1/15).
As global biotic exchange continues apace, management of introduced and invasive species has become an increasingly important component of conservation and environmental management (Simberloff et al., 2013) . Simultaneously, however, management interventions targeting these species have emerged as new arenas of social contestation, disputes and conflicts (Crowley et al., 2017a; Dickie et al., 2013; Est evez et al., 2015) . This contestation and its outcomes develop at the interface of science and politics, and are therefore of interest to both natural and social scientists. While natural scientists working in applied disciplines are perhaps most interested in overcoming or circumventing opposition to deliver management goals (e.g. Blackburn et al., 2010; van Wilgen, 2012) , social researchers often focus on exploring the competing aims, knowledges and values underpinning these disputes (e.g. Bhattacharyya et al., 2011; Jeffery, 2014; Porth et al., 2015) .
Introduced species management, like other areas of wildlife management, often includes population reduction through lethal control, which is frequently e and perhaps increasingly e controversial (Bergstrom, 2017; Lute and Attari, 2017; van Eeden et al., 2017) .
1 Researchers are therefore increasingly exploring and evaluating public attitudes towards, and the social acceptability of, various wildlife management methods (e.g. Sharp et al., 2011; Dandy et al., 2012; Farnworth et al., 2014) . This line of enquiry has identified and examined some of the beliefs, values and social norms associated with opposition to wildlife management, and can indicate trends in societal attitudes. In practice, however, broader public attitudes may have less influence on the outcomes of management conflicts than the positions and actions of a relatively small number of (often powerful and/or vocal) key actors and interest groups (Crowley et al., 2017b) . Consequently, to avoid or mitigate the emergence of destructive social conflicts, it is also important to understand why and how engaged communities and individuals actively oppose wildlife management interventions.
We conducted a detailed case study of localised conflict surrounding the attempted eradication of monk parakeets (Myiopsitta monachus) from the UK, a management project initiated in 2011 but, as of 2017, yet to be successfully completed. We also refer to monk parakeet populations and disputes surrounding their management in the USA. These comparative cases enable us to identify (a) important patterns in the drivers and processes of opposition and (b) alternative management approaches and outcomes that could inform future initiatives. Although we focus on a single species, the findings of this research have not only specific relevance to management of other introduced parrots but also to 'charismatic' introduced species more broadly (we discuss the concept and importance of 'charisma' in wildlife in more detail later).
We begin with a brief introduction to monk parakeets and their management, followed by our methodological approach. We then provide a chronological summary of the UK case, before turning to the three key drivers of conflict identified in our analysis. We also briefly explore our identification of patterns and connections between management disputes in the UK and USA, including the repeated failure of management initiatives. We conclude by suggesting how adjustments to management approaches could improve the acceptability and effectiveness of parakeet management and, more broadly, how the planning of management projects could be improved by routine, inclusive and explicit assessment of their social implications.
Background: worldwide monk parakeet distribution and management
Monk parakeets, the sole member of the genus Myiopsitta, are small, green parrots native to central South America. In the latter half of the 20th century, monk parakeets e also known as 'quaker parrots' e were exported in large numbers as part of a booming international trade in exotic pets (Spreyer and Bucher, 1998) . Intentional releases and accidental escapes have subsequently resulted in a wide but patchy distribution (Fig. 1) . Monk parakeets are intelligent birds and exhibit high behavioural plasticity, enhancing their ability to adapt to a range of habitats and climatic conditions (Davis et al., 2013; Hobson et al., 2014) . Their success as colonists has also been partly attributed to their tendency, unique among parrots, to build large communal nests. These structures reduce their reliance on specific landscape features (e.g. cliffs or tree-holes) and potentially increase their tolerance of cold climates (Spreyer and Bucher, 1998) . A flexible, generalist diet enables monk parakeets to exploit a wide range of food sources, including introduced crops (Strubbe and Matthysen, 2009). These adaptive capacities make monk parakeets good contenders for survival and establishment in a range of novel environments. Their overall success has, nonetheless, been variable: while there have been notable population expansions in the USA, Mexico and Spain, other populations have been transient or remained restricted to discrete locales. In the colder regions of their introduced range (e.g. Chicago and northern Europe), establishment success has been linked to human population density and other anthropic factors (Davis et al., 2013; Strubbe and Matthysen, 2009) , including winter provisioning via bird feeders (South and Pruett-Jones, 2000) .
The success of introduced populations is also affected by management activities. Monk parakeet management has two main drivers: precaution and mitigation. Precautionary control of introduced wildlife populations is supported by international agreements such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD: 1992), and domestic legislation and conservation guidance arising from them. Precautionary management tends to involve definitive solutions, such as measures to prevent introductions and 'rapid response' eradications, to avoid populations establishing, future introductions and/or problematic environmental, economic or social impacts (Simberloff et al., 2013) . In contrast, management as mitigation addresses current, known impacts caused by established populations (including those in the native range). Monk parakeets have caused locally severe crop damage within their native range in Spain and in Florida (Avery et al., 2006; Canavelli et al., 2013; Linz et al., 2015; Senar et al., 2016) . Although they have not yet emerged as serious agricultural pests in the USA (Avery et al., 2006; PruettJones et al., 2011) , they have become an economic nuisance as a result of their habit of nesting on electrical utility structures, including poles, transformers and substations (Avery et al., 2006; Burger and Gochfeld, 2009; Minor et al., 2012; Reed et al., 2014) . Their large stick-built nests can obstruct routine maintenance and cause transformers to short-circuit or over-heat, disrupting electricity supplies and/or creating a fire hazard (Reed et al., 2014) . Monk parakeets' noisy social interactions also mean that some consider them a nuisance, particularly during the breeding season. Mitigation measures include removing problem nests, deterrents and exclusionary devices, structural and habitat modifications to prevent nesting (Burgio et al., 2014) , and population control, including trials of the reproductivev inhibitor 'DiazaCon' in Florida (Avery et al., 2008) . While various national and regional government authorities have initiated precautionary eradications of parakeets, mitigation activities are primarily undertaken by private property owners or utility companies to protect their services and assets, sometimes with assistance from government agencies.
Methods
We generated and qualitatively analysed data from multiple sources to build a detailed understanding of the UK case. This included a range of relevant documentation about the dispute, including: publications by campaigners, civil society organisations, and the UK Government; minutes of meetings; internal Government correspondence; and national and local media reports. We interviewed seven 'key informants' (Gilchrist and Williams, 1999) in relation to the eradication project: a lead campaigner, a borough ecologist, representatives from two conservation charities, and three civil servants. 2 We chose these detailed methods over surveys of residents and wider constituencies because although this dispute was important enough to significantly disrupt the eradication initiative, in practice it revolved around the interests and activities of a very small number of people: Government representatives and agency staff, on the one hand, and a handful of committed campaigners on the other. We were therefore particularly interested in their motivations, perspectives and 2 Civil servants were unable to discuss the details of the specific case in interviews, and are therefore not quoted here. However, they provided extensive general information about the UK Government's strategy and procedures relating to introduced species.
